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The final page of Section VIII bears the signature of Appellant's attorney. 

I. REAL PARTY IN INTEREST 

The real party in interest is the inventor/applicant Alexander Boldin. 

II. RELATED APPEALS AND INTERFERENCES 

There are no known appeals, interferences or judicial proceedings related 
to this application. 

III. STATUS OF CLAIMS 

a STATEMENT OF STATUS OF ALL CLAIMS IN THIS 
PROCEEDING 

CLAIMS 1-25 and 27-30 ARE PENDING IN THE APPLICATION. 
CLAIM 26 CANCELED 

CLAIMS 1-25 and 27-30 ARE REJECTED IN THE APPLICATION. 

CLAIM 25 IS OBJECTED to as being dependent upon a rejected 
base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

b CLAIMS ON APPEAL 

THE CLAIMS ON APPEAL ARE CLAIMS 1-25 and 27-30. 

IV. STATUS OF AMENDMENTS 

Appellant submitted a Response to Office Action on August 27, 2010 
subsequent to the final rejection dated October 12, 2010. 

The Response to Final Action dated November 18, 2010 was not entered 
by the Examiner. 
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V. SUMMARY OF CLAIMED SUBJECT MATTER 

Briefly stated, independent claims 1 and 2 are directed to an 
economically improved computer mouse which is generally illustrated by 100 in 
Figure 1, and described on page 7 through page 9, paragraphs 0011-0015. The 
primary button 105 and secondary button 106 are coupled to the front part of the 
upper casing 101. The primary mould 117 and secondary mould 118 are partially 
extending upwardly from the upper surfaces of the corresponding buttons for 
receiving of the index and middle fingertips, respectively. Each mould being 
formed tightly around the user's fingertip, when placed on the button slightly bent, 
tapers upwardly from the angled upper surface of the button at the height, which 
provides the moulded contact surface with the fingertip, which allows a user to 
move the mouse forward or backward without button actuating just by moving of 
one finger forward or backward against the mould; thereby enabling a user to 
effect vertical movement of a pointer on a computer screen in up- or downward 
direction, respectively. 

The mould also allows a user to actuate the corresponding button without 
actuating mouse movement by a force applied tangential to the surface of the 
button by the fingertip, when stroking by the fingertip the angled upper surface of 
the button in the combined down-forward motion against the moulded contact 
surface. The claimed mouse operations are schematically illustrated in Figure 3 
and described at page 13 through page 14, paragraphs 0036-0037; and at page 
21, paragraph 0055. 

Additionally, the mould or receptacle enables a user to effect horizontal 
movement of a pointer on a computer screen without the use of hand or arm 
movement of the user, when turning the mouse 100 around its axis in the 
receptacle, when pushing by a thumb or a little finger of the user against a 
respective contact area on a respective side of the casing. See Figures 4A-4B, 
and pages 16-17, paragraphs 0042, 0044. 

Independent claims 1 and 2 also claim the invention in terms of the forms 
and dimensions of the bottom part 102 and the upper part 101 of the mouse 
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casing which is fit into the pocket formed by the user's hand, when a user's lower 
palm, user's ring and little fingertips, and a side of the distal phalanx of the user's 
thumb are resting on the working surface without gripping or pinching the mouse 
at a naturally relaxed curled fingers and hand position, wherein only the index 
and middle fingertips are supported by the casing, when placed into the 
respective mould. The fingers and hand positions are shown in Figures 3 and 4, 
and described on page 12 through page 15, paragraphs 0030, 0032, 0037-0038, 
0041-0042. 

The rear part of the upper casing 101 provides sufficient clearance 
between an upper surface and the rear surface of the casing, and the user's palm 
plane, and the user's index and middle fingers, when placed in the respective 
receptacle slightly bent, and a lower palm resting on the working surface, so that 
the upper surface and the rear surface of said casing do not interfere with the 
user's palm plane, and the lower palm resting on the working surface, and the 
user's index and middle fingers, when the user manipulates the mouse. 

The form of the rear part of the casing also enables a user to shift the 
mouse from a neutral position of said user's index and middle fingers, when 
placed in the respective receptacle slightly bent, by bending the user's index and 
middle fingers further into a pocket formed by the user's hand, so that the mouse 
does not interfere with the user's palm plane and the user's lower palm resting on 
the working surface. See Figures 3-4, and pages 14-15, paragraphs 0037-0040. 

Dependent claims 14 and 19 describe the invention in terms of the 
additional buttons 129 and 130 having the index and middle fingertip moulded 
contact areas, respectively, which are at least partially defined by the moulded 
contact surfaces of the moulds 117 and 118, respectively, and disposed 
rearwardly from the primary/secondary receptacle so as to be capable of being 
actuated by bending the index or middle finger positioned in the respective 
receptacle and simultaneously pinching the mouse between a user's thumb and 
the user's ring and/or little fingertips, as illustrated in Figure 1, and described at 
page 8, paragraph 0014, and at page 13 , paragraph 0035. 



-4- 



Dependent claim 25 describes the invention in terms of the constructions 
of the additional buttons 129 and 130 which are illustrated in Figures 5-7, and are 
described on pages 20-21, paragraphs 0051-0054. 

Dependent claims 24 and 27 describe the invention in terms of the 
constructions of the primary and secondary buttons 105 and 106 which are 
illustrated in Figures 5-7, and are described on pages 18-19, paragraphs 0047- 
0048. 

Independent claim 28 is claimed in the context of positioning of the mouse 
movement sensing system relative to the mould, thereby providing mouse 
operating in the ways, which are claimed in claims 1 and 2, and are illustrated in 
Figures 4A and 4B, and described on pages 16-17, paragraphs 0042 and 0044. 

Independent claims 29 and 30 claim the invention in terms of the moulded 
structures 217 and 218, which are attached to the upper surface of the buttons 
205 and 206 of the conventional mouse 200. This embodiment is illustrated in 
Figures 11 and 12, and described at page 23, paragraph 0058. It would be 
appreciated that the independent claim 29 recites the feature in relation to the 
moulded structures being attached to the upper surface of the buttons of the 
conventional mouse; therefore, the limitations concerning to the form of the 
casing are irrelevant in the claim 29. 

VI. GROUNDS OF REJECTION TO BE REVIEWED ON APPEAL 

(1) Claims 1-25 and 27-30 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over 
Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of Adler (U.S. Patent No. 
6,256,015 B1). 

VII. ARGUMENT 

THE REJECTION OF CLAIMS 1-13, 24 AND 27-30 UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103(A) 
OVER APPLICANTS ADMITTED PRIOR ART (AAPA) IN VIEW OF ADLER 
(U.S. PATENT NO. 6,256,915 B1). 
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A THE EXAMINER HAS NOT PROPERLY APPLIED THE LEGAL 
REQUIREMENTS FOR A REJECTION UNDER 35 U.S.C. § 103 

In determining the differences between the prior art and the claims, the 
question under 35 U.S.C. §103 is not whether the differences themselves would 
have been obvious, but whether the claimed invention as a whole would have 
been obvious. Stratoflex. Inc. v. Aeroquip Corp. , 713 F.2d 1530, 218 USPQ 871 
(Fed. Cir. 1983); Carl Schenck. A. G. v. Nortron Corp. , 713 F.2d 782, 218 USPQ 
698 (Fed. Cir. 1983). Furthermore, "a patentable invention may lie in the 
discovery of the source of a problem even though the remedy may be obvious 
once the source of the problem is identified. This is part of the 'subject matter as 
a whole' which should always be considered in determining the obviousness of 
an invention under 35 U.S.C. 103". In re Sponnoble , 405 F.2d 578,585,160 
USPQ 237,243 (CCPA 1969). 

The Examiner Has The Burden Of Establishing A Prima Facie Case Of 
Obviousness Within The Legal Requirements Created By The Courts. 

The courts have further established the legal concepts of prima facie 
obviousness. As summarized in MPEP §2142, "the legal concept of prima facie 
obviousness is a procedural tool of examination which . . . allocates who has the 
burden of going forward with the production of evidence in each step of the 
examination process." The MPEP further states, "... the Examiner bears the 
initial burden of factually supporting any prima facie conclusion of obviousness. 
If the Examiner does not produce a prima facie case, the Applicant is under no 
obligation to submit evidence of non-obviousness." 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness three basic criteria must be 
met. First, there must some suggestion or motivation, either in the references 
themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the 
art, to modify the reference or combine the reference teachings. Second, there 
must be a reasonable expectation of success. Finally, the prior art reference (or 
references when combined) must teach or suggest all the claim limitations. See 
MPEP §2143. 
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When the issue is obviousness, the Federal Circuit has recently stated: 

"The need for specificity pervades this authority. See, e.g., 
In re Kotzab , 217 F.3d 1365, 1371, 55 USPQ2d 1313, 1317 (Fed. 
Cir. 2000) ("particular findings must be made as to the reason the 
skilled artisan, with no knowledge of the claimed invention, would 
have selected these components for combination in the manner 
claimed"). 

In re Rouffet , 149 F.3d 1350, 1359,47 USPQ2d 1453, 1459 
(Fed. Cir. 1998) ("even when the level of skill in the art is high, the 
Board must identify specifically the principle, known to one of 
ordinary skill, that suggests the claimed combination. In other 
words, the Board must explain the reasons one of ordinary skill in 
the art would have been motivated to select the references and to 
combine them to render the claimed invention obvious."). In re 
Fritch, 972 F.2d 1260, 1265, 23 USPQ2d 1780, 1783 (Fed. Cir. 
1992) (the Examiner can satisfy the burden of showing obviousness 
of the combination "only by showing some objective teaching in the 
prior art or that knowledge generally available to one of ordinary 
skill in the art would lead that individual to combine the relevant 
teachings of the references"). In re Lee , 61 USPQ2d at 1433-1434. 

Ample Legal Authority To Support The Conclusion That The Examiner Has 
Failed To Establish A Prima Facie Case Of Obviousness Against 
Appellant's Pending Claims. 

The burden is on the Examiner to demonstrate that the prior art evidence 
is sufficient suggestion of the desirability of doing what the inventor has done. 
(See MPEP §2142.). At an irreducible minimum, this burden requires the 
Examiner to apply the facts of the case to "present a convincing line of reasoning 
as to why the artisan would have found the claimed invention to have been 
obvious in light of the teachings of the references." 

The Examiner has clearly not shown why a skilled artisan, with no 
knowledge of the claimed invention, would have arrived at the Appellant's 
claimed invention. This is improper. See, e.g., In re Lee at 1433, citing to In re 
Kotzab , at 1317 (Fed. Cir. 2000); See In re Dance , 160 F.3d at 1343, 48 
USPQ2d at 1637 (Fed. Cir. 1998) ("there must be some motivation, suggestion, 
or teaching of the desirability of making the specific combination that was made 
by the Applicant"). 
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Obviousness does not require absolute predictability; however, at least 
some degree of predictability is required. Evidence showing there was no 
reasonable expectation of success may provide a conclusion of nonobviousness. 
See MPEP §2143.02 citing In re Reinhart , 189 USPQ 143 (CCPA 1976). 

The courts have stated the Examiner cannot discharge himself from the 
burden of showing all the claimed elements by simply declaring all of the 
elements of an invention, along with the manner of combining these elements, to 
be well known in the art. Ex parte Stern , 13 USPQ2d 1379, 1381 (Bd. Pat. App. 
& Inter. 1989). 

The MPEP §2143.01 (IV) states: 

Rejections on obviousness cannot be sustained by mere conclusiory 
statements; instead, there must be some articulated reasoning with some rational 
underpinning to support the legal conclusion of obviousness. KSR, 550 U.S. at 

, 82 USPQ2d at 1396 quoting In re Kahn, 441 F.3d 977, 988, 78 USPQ2d 

1329, 1336 (Fed. Cir. 2006). 

B. EXAMINER'S INTERPRETATION OF CONTEXT OF PROPOSED 
PRIOR ART REFERENCE CONFLICTS WITH THE SCOPE AND 
FUNCTIONALITY OF PROPOSED PRIOR ART 

The art as cited by the Examiner concerns a cover mounted on the casing 
of a conventional computer mouse "that helps to protect the mouse from 
penetration by dirt, lint, oil, and moisture from the user's hand." (Adler, column 1 , 
lines 45-46) In use, the cover fits down closely over the mouse to completely 
cover its upper surface, and is held there by, e.g., an adhesive." (Adler, column 
2, lines 24-26) 

It should be appreciated that a computer mouse, as a tool for interacting 
with a computer, has two basic functions which could be defined as follows: 

a) localizing a point on a computer screen in a visual form such as a cursor 
by manually moving a mouse with a mouse movement sensing system; and 

b) producing control signals at the point on the screen by 
depressing/actuating a button coupled to the mouse with the user's finger. 
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To provide the functionality of the mouse, namely, the button actuation 
Adler teaches "a cover having a pair of apertures therethrough, each aperture 
overlaying a corresponding on of the buttons on the front portion of the mouse 
such that each button can be directly actuated with a finger of the user's hand 
(Adler, column 7, lines 36-40). For the users whose fingertips are too large to 
reliably actuate the button directly through the two apertures 144 (Adler, column 
5, lines 40-43) ... a simple pad 166 ... could be attached to the upper surface of 
a corresponding one of the buttons of the mouse such that it protrudes upwardly 
through a corresponding aperture >over the edge thereof< for direct contact by a 
corresponding one of the user's fingers." (Adler, column 6, lines 17-22, figure 7) 
(Emphases added) 

In the Response to Arguments (Final Action, para. 6, p. 26) the Examiner 

states: 

Applicant alleges that Adler attaches the cover to the mouse and 
this will not cause an actuation of the button through a force 
applied to the casing, (lines 9-10) 

Applicant argues that Adler does not teach, suggest, or motivate 
direct contact for the fingertip with the aperture 44. However, 
as shown in Figure 1 (and also the general concept is shown in 
Figure 2) that the fingers are designed to fit into the apertures for 
actuating of the button as well as for movement of the mouse 
body itself. It is clear that this is being done with the fingertip, 
given the aperture has been designed for the fingertip to fit in this 
area, (lines 1 6-21 ) (Emphases added) 

Here, the Examiner has failed to acknowledge the scope of the proposed 
prior art that Adler indeed teaches the cover being attached to the mouse casing, 
and fully in correspondence with the principles of physics and kinematics a force 
applied to the edge of the aperture/cover will obviously not actuate the button. 
The Examiner has also failed to appreciate that for providing the functionality of 
the mouse, namely, for reliable actuating of the button directly through the 
aperture in Adler's cover this should be designed for the fingertip to fit into the 
aperture with the sufficient clearance around the fingertip and the edge of the 
aperture so that the fingertip (even too large one) could be moved through 
without any hindrance from the edge. Further, the Examiner has failed to 
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acknowledge that the proposed use of the edge of the aperture/cover for 

movement of the mouse by applying a force with a fingertip against the 

edge/cover is conflicting with the function of the aperture, particularly, to allow 

button actuating by the fingertip movement directly through the aperture/cover 

without any hindrance from the edge thereof. 

In the Response to Arguments (Final Action, p. 28,) the Examiner states: 

Examiner feels Applicant is not giving weight to examiner's 
interpretation. As long as it is a valid and reasonable 
interpretation, a reference can still be applied. Applicant 
provides a figure which he feels interprets Adler's invention and 
examiner prefers to use of Adler's figures himself, which have 
been noted several times in each rejection. Please see Adler's 
Figure 1, for example, it is clear that the fingertip can be moved 
tangentially in the aperture to move the mouse and to apply a 
gentle force in a down forward motion to actuate the button. This 
aperture, which the finger is in, provides the resistance, to allow 
for the movement to occur. On that point actually, movement could 
still be actuated, as well as button actuation, without the resistive 
endpoint of aperture, simply by moving in the down forward 
direction, (lines 10-18) (Emphases added) 

Here, the Examiner has failed to acknowledge that fully in correspondence 
with the principles of physics and kinematics the tangential fingertip movement in 
the aperture within the clearance (when moving it against nothing) will affect 
nothing; neither mouse button actuating nor mouse movement forward. 

Examiner's preferential use of the Adler figure 1 in support of the 
rejections is incorrect and misdescriptive because the figure 1 shows the empty 
cover and the mouse in the explosive view without showing in any form a user's 
finger; therefore, in the Adler figure 1 the physical and kinematical relationships 
between the cover, and a conventional mouse/button, and a user's finger cannot 
be seen by a skilled artisan. 

Through the years of the prosecution of the case Applicant has been 
submitting the annotated fragmentary illustration of the Adler figure 4 (see 
below), and further annotated with an inserted contour of the finger, and further 
annotated with an inserted contour of Applicant's mould in order to demonstrate 
the structural differences between Applicant's mould and the edge of the aperture 
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in Adler's cover, and the physical and kinematical relationships between the 
cover, and mouse/button, and user's finger, when operating the mouse by a user. 

In the illustration submitted by Applicant, and in the Adler figure 2, a skilled 
artisan cannot see any structure to resist the fingertip movements directed 
forward, parallel to the working surface, as well as directed tangentially to the 
surface of the button by operating the mouse combined with the cover taught in 
the Adler invention. 
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An enlarged /fragmentary view of 
Adler's Fig 4: 



The finger movement against 
noth ing will affect nothing. 

Appl icant would appreciate if the/ 
Examiner could identify 
a structure by Ad ler to resist / 
the finger movement forwar 




The edge of ap'ertu re 44 



Adler's cover 



Applicant's mould 
taperes upwardly from 
the button at the height 
which provides 
the moulded contact 
ipijrface with the fingertip, 

hi eh allows the user to move: 
securely the mouse forward- 
by just the fingertip. 

To contact the edge of aperture 44 
the fingertip must be moved 
tangentialy to the surface of pad 49. 
This ^move wi]]; affect nothing; 
neither button actuating nor 
mouse movement forward, 
Bythe same fingertip movement 
against Applicant's rnould 
'■the butto n wi li b e a Irea d y 
actuated:. 



The edge of the aperture 44, 
about 0.032 in. thick, is closely \ 
elevated over the butto n at — ^ 
the minimized. tieight and , therefore 
is situated below the trajectory 
of fingertip movements forward! 



Applicant's . mould being tapered 
even at the minimized height 
forms the moulded contact 
surface which couici provide at 
least! button acti ati rig, when 
p u s h i n g a g a i n s 1 1 h e su rf a e e . 



The empty space between the upper surface of the 

button and the edge of aperture 44 around the 
fingertip obviously cannot be identified as a moulded 
contact surface for the fi ngerti p with Adier's gov er . 
There .is no any "groove for forming a mould around 

the fingertip" as the Examiner asserts. 
There is only the edge of the aperture which is not in 
direct contact with the fingertip. This obviously 
st ru c tu r a I ly d i ff e r e n t i ate s Ad I er's c over and 
Applicant's mould; 



The primary function of the aperture is to allow button actuating by the fingertip movement 
through: the aperture directed perpen the push button, therefore the 

sufficient clearance around the fingertip: and the edge must be provided- to- allow the 

movement. 

Once contacted the edge with the fingertip one of skill can neither actuate the button, 
because the edge being placed under the fingertip will hinder depressing the button, hor 
move the mouse forward by the fingertip, because the edge is stil l below the trajectory of 

fingertip movements forward 

The Examiner's suggestion to use the edge of the cover being attached to the casing for 
mouse moving is conflicting with the primary function of the aperture. 
Ttie ' fi;hgerti:p,:cpntacti'rig : ;:of • the ' ed'g^wi H; o : b vlously hi nder the: fi ngertip • move.'ment 'through; the 
aperture by button actuating, i.e. "one reference accurately discredits 



Here, the Examiner has failed to appreciate that the submitted illustration 
clearly shows that because of the small thickness of the edge (about 0,032 in. 
thick), and the minimized height, at which the edge is closely elevated over the 



angled upper surface button, and the clearance, which must be provided around 
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the fingertip, the edge of the aperture is obviously situated below the trajectory of 
the fingertip movements forward. 

By considering the submitted illustration the Examiner has also failed to 
appreciate that once contacted the edge of the aperture/cover with the fingertip a 
skilled artisan can neither actuate the button, because the edge being placed 
under the fingertip will hinder the fingertip movement through by depressing of 
the button, nor move the mouse forward by the fingertip movement directed 
forward, parallel to the working surface, because the edge is still bellow the 
trajectory of the fingertip movements forward. 

Thus, it should be appreciated that the fingertip contact with the edge of 
the aperture/cover would obviously hinder the button actuation, consequently, the 
Examiner's interpretation of the proposed prior art reference that the edge of the 
aperture/cover could be used by a skilled artisan for movement of the mouse, 
when applying a force by the fingertip against the edge/cover, is obviously 
conflicting with the scope of the Adler invention and seems to make the proposed 
prior art inoperable for the use. 

C. EXAMINER'S ARGUMENTATION FOR SUPPORT OF THE 
REJECTIONS CONFLICTS WITH COMMON KNOWLEDGE AND 
COMMON LANGUAGE USED IN THE DICTIONARY. 

It is self-explanatory that the geometrical and mathematical terms must be 
not construed by a skilled artisan in any broad meanings than given commonly 
(lexicographically) in the dictionary. Examiner's interpretations of some terms 
used in the rejections have no proper basis whatsoever for the use in the 
wording which obviously conflicts with the language of the corresponding 
dictionary definitions. 

In the Response dated January 18, 2010, on p. 23 Applicant submitted the 
dictionary definition for the term "tangent', nevertheless, the term has been 
freely interpreted by the Examiner through the prosecution of the case as follows: 

In the Advisory Action dated April 15, 2010, on p. 3 the Examiner states: 
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As for Applicant's arguments on the tangential movement, Adler 
does indeed teach of this. The dictionary definition of tangential 
means touching a surface at a point and Adler does indeed 
teach of touching the mouse as well as operating the mouse at a 
tangential angle to the surface. If Applicant has a special 
definition for the term (lexicographer), then please state this. 
(Emphases added); 

in the Final Action, dated October 12, 2010, on p. 27: 

examiner can indeed actuate a mouse button by gently stroking 
... with a tangential movement to the surface of a button. ... 

a tangential force (reading this as the mathematical term, which 
is one point along a curved surface) can be applied by touching 
and using a down-forward action at this tangential point, and as a 
result, the button can be actuated, (lines 2-9) (Emphases added); 

and further in the rejections of claim 1 , on p. 4: 

Column 1, Lines 63-67 disclose the apertures 44/144 are 
positioned over a corresponding button which can be clicked. The 
finger is in a bent position along 46L and 46R and when it moves 
to depress the buttons, the finger is further bent, at a tangential 
angle, (lines 27-30) (Emphases added) 

Such interpretation of the term "tangent" correspondingly, "tangential to" 
by the Examiner in support for the rejections is incorrect and misdescriptive. 
When reading properly the dictionary definition of "tangent" given in the Oxford 
Dictionary as follows: 1 (geometry) straight line that touches the outside of a 
curve but does not cross it; 2 (mathematics) (in right-angled triangle) ratio of the 
sides opposite and adjacent to a given angle", the Examiner should acknowledge 
that fully in correspondence with the principles of geometry, physics, and 
kinematics a fingertip movement directed tangentially to the surface of the 
button of the conventional mouse, correspondingly, along a tangent (reading a 
tangent as the geometrical term, which is a straight line, which touches the upper 
surface of the button at one point thereof, but does not cross any curve of the 
convex-convex surface of the button,) i.e. when moving it against nothing, will 
affect nothing. 

Furthermore, the Examiner's statement that "... examiner can indeed 
actuate a mouse button by gently stroking ... with a tangential movement to 
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the surface of a button" obviously conflicts not only with common language used 

in the dictionary but also with the principles of geometry, physics, and kinematics. 

Through the prosecution of the case the term "aperture" has been 

interpreted by the Examiner as follows: 

Figures 1 and 6 show the apertures which the finger can be 
placed into to depress the primary button, in the case, for the left 
click part. Figure 1 shows the groove for forming a mould 
around the fingertip a little better, such as the longitudinal 
depressions 46L and 46R. (Final Action, p. 4) (Emphases added) 

In the Response dated May 14, 2010, on p. 25 Applicant submitted the 
dictionary definition of the term "to mould" correspondingly, "moulded contact 
surface/' wherein to mould something around a fingertip means to fit tightly 
around the shape of a fingertip, thereby providing direct moulded contact surface 
for the fingertip. Here, the Examiner's interpretation of the term "aperture" is 
incorrect and misdescriptive because in the Adler reference and drawings or in 
the dictionary definitions of the terms "aperture," "groove" and "mould' there is 
clearly no proper basis whatsoever for the Examiner's interpretation of these 
terms as being admitted to be within reasonable interpretation of each other; 
neither structurally nor lexicographically. 

Further, in the Final Action, para. 4, on p. 5 the Examiner states: 

As for the height, the figures show the protrusion into the finger 
pads, obviously indicating there is a height as can be seen in 
Figure 1. Looking at this figure further, the fingertips, which are 
placed inside the apertures 44, can move the mouse in direction 
by applying a force, inside the groove area, and in generally a 
parallel direction to the surface on which the mouse is placed on 
and this includes moving it in a forward or backward direction, 
(lines 27-30) (Emphases added) 

It should be appreciated that Adler's figure 1 shows the empty cover and 
mouse in the explosive view; therefore, a skilled artisan can see the thickness of 
the edge of Adler's cover in figure 1 but not the height at which the edge is 
elevated over the button. Here, the Examiner has misdescriptive used Adler's 
figure 1 again, and has failed to acknowledge that Adler's cover fits down closely 
over the mouse; therefore, a height, at which the edge of the aperture is closely 
elevated over the button, could be appropriated by one of ordinary skill in the art 
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as being between zero and minimized. The above submitted illustration in 
section B clearly shows that the edge of the aperture is obviously situated below 
the trajectory of the fingertip movements forward; therefore, the fingertip 
movement in the aperture forward in the direction parallel to the working surface 
from the angled forward upper surface of the button against nothing will affect 
nothing. 

Nevertheless, the Examiner states that a skilled artisan can move their 
fingertip in the aperture forward in a parallel direction to the surface to move the 
mouse forward, and "the fingertip can be >also< moved tangentially in the 
aperture to move the mouse >forward< actually, movement could still be 
actuated, as well as button actuation, without the resistive end point of aperture, 
simply by moving in the down forward direction" (Final Action, para. 6, p. 28,) 

Such Examiner's arguments for support of the rejections, which are 
actually based only upon the incorrect use of the Adler figure 1 and some terms 
construed by the Examiner in his own improper interpretations, are inadmissible 
broad and conflict with the principles of geometry, physics, kinematics, and 
common language used in the dictionary; furthermore, in Applicant's opinion, the 
Examiner's arguments for support of the rejections seem to be based upon "a 
principal of perpetual motion." 

D. CONTEXT OF APPELLANT'S CLAIMS NOT FULLY APPRECIATED BY 
EXAMINER. 

The invention of the claims under appeal relates to a computer input 
device with economically formed and positioned actuators, and more 
particularly, to an economically improved mouse. As a predicate to 
consideration of the claims and the rejections, it is very apparent that there are 
structural and functional differences with respect to the disclosed and claimed 
invention and with respect to the alleged prior art, which may not be readily 
appreciated. A fundamental understanding of Applicant's invention derives from 
the structural differences in the form of the upper surfaces of the mouse buttons 
claimed in Applicant's invention and the alleged prior art, wherein Applicant is 
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suggesting a novel form of the upper surface of the button, which allows the user 
to operate the mouse in some additional ways, which are not to being executed 
in the alleged prior art. 

In Applicant's invention, as recited in the independent claims 1, 2, and 29, 
the novel feature is the moulded structure that is formed or attached on the 
mouse button. Applicant's mould being formed tightly around a user's fingertip, 
when placed on the button slightly bent, tapers upwardly from the angled upper 
surface of the button at the height, which provides the moulded contact surface 
with the fingertip, which allows a user to move the mouse forward without button 
actuating just by moving of one finger forward, parallel to the working surface 
against the mould. Applicant's mould also allows a user to actuate the button 
without actuating mouse movement by a force applied tangential to the surface of 
the button by the fingertip, when stroking by the fingertip the angled upper 
surface of the button in the combined down-forward motion against the moulded 
contact surface. 

The independent claims 1 and 2 also recite the features in relation to the 
form of the mouse casing, which is defined by a naturally relaxed curled fingers 
and hand position, when resting on the working surface without gripping the 
mouse, wherein the sufficient clearance between the upper surface and the rear 
surface of the casing, and a user's palm plane, and fingers is provided to not 
interfere with the user's palm plane, and the lower palm resting on the working 
surface, when operating the mouse by the user. 

It should be appreciated that the independent claim 29 recites the feature 
in relation to the moulded structure being attached to the upper surface of the 
button of the conventional mouse; therefore, the limitations concerning to the 
form of the casing are irrelevant in the claim 29. The remaining independent 
claim 28 recites the feature in relation to positioning of the mouse movement 
sensing system relative to the mould, thereby providing mouse operating in some 
additional ways, which are also not to being executed in the alleged prior art. 

Applicant has further documented this novel moulded structure feature in 
the specification as well as schematically and quantitatively illustrated the same 
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in the application. Specifically, the constructions of the primary and secondary 
buttons, which provide securely mouse operating in the claimed ways, are 
claimed in depended claims 24 and 27, and explicitly described in the 
specification (paragraphs 0047-0048), and shown in the figures 3, 5, 7. Wherein 
the primary and secondary buttons each are parts of ends of the levers, which 
longitudinally extend from a common plane of the casing on which other ends of 
the levers are firmly fixed, wherein the common plane is inclined toward the front 
end of the casing relative to a cross panel of the casing. 

It should be appreciated that fully in correspondence with the principles of 
physics and kinematics a force applied by the fingertip against Applicant's mould 
in the direction forward, parallel to the working surface will bend the lever, which 
is inclined to the front, upwards; consequently, the mouse movement forward will 
be actuated without actuating the primary or secondary button. And that a force 
applied tangential to the angled upper surface of the button by the fingertip in the 
combined down-forward motion against the moulded contact surface will bend 
the corresponding lever of the button downward, thereby actuating the primary or 
secondary button without actuating movement of the mouse. 

It will be also appreciated that, as discussed above in sections B and C, 
and shown in the submitted illustration, Adler does not teach, suggest, or 
motivate any moulded structure being formed or attached on the button, which 
might be fitted tightly around the fingertip, and which might resist tangential and 
forward movements of the fingertip in the aperture; therefore, the fingertip 
movement directed forward or tangentially to the surface of the button in the 
aperture within the clearance around the fingertip and the edge of the 
aperture/opening in Adler's cover will affect nothing; neither mouse button 
actuating nor mouse movement forward. In contrast to the Adler invention, by 
the down forward movement of the fingertip directed tangentially to the surface of 
the button against Applicant's mould, which is fitted tightly around the shape of a 
fingertip, the button will be already actuated without actuating mouse movement. 

Thus, the Examiner is incorrect in his assessments of the structural and 
functional differences between Applicant's mould and the edge of the 
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aperture/opening in Adler's cover. Applicant's mould, which is formed or 
attached on the mouse button and fitted tightly around the fingertip, and the edge 
of the aperture/opening in Adler's cover, which is supported by the mouse casing 
and designed with the clearance around the fingertip and the edge, obviously 
cannot be interpreted by a skilled artisan as to being substantially the same 
structures, as ascribed by the Examiner in the rejections. The feature that a 
skilled artisan could place a fingertip into the aperture is not the proper basis to 
declare Adler's aperture and Applicant's mould as to being substantially the same 
structures. 

Further, in the Final Action, para. 6, p. 27, lines 19-20, the Examiner states 
"... examiner is able to execute the claim limitations by using a reasonable 
degree of force, demonstrating success." Here, the Examiner has failed to 
appreciate that Applicant's claim language does not contain any limitations of 
amount/degree of applied forces but rather explicitly describes the directions of 
forces applied against the mould formed on the button by the fingertip 
movements, forward for mouse movement actuating and down-forward, 
tangentially to the surface of the button for button actuating. 

Contrary to the Examiner's statement, but fully in correspondence with the 
principles of geometry, physics, and kinematics, the push button of the 
conventional mouse taught in the Adler disclosure obviously cannot be actuated 
by the fingertip movement directed tangentially to surface of the button by a 
skilled artisan. 

E. THE PROPOSED COMBINATION OF AAPA AND ADLER IS 
IMPROPER. 

Applicant respectfully submits and repeats that there is no proper basis for 
the Examiner's proposed combination of AAPA and Adler. The rationale 
advanced by the Examiner is flawed. 

The basis for the Examiner's final rejection of claims 1-13, 24 and 27-30 
under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over Applicant's Admitted Prior Art (AAPA) in view of 
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Adler, U.S. Patent No. 6,256,015 B1 (Adler) is set forth on page 3 of the Office 

Action. The Examiner states as follows: 

4. Claims 1-13, 24 and 27-30 are rejected under 35 U .S .C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Applicant's Admitted Prior Art 
(AAPA) in view of Adler (US Patent 6,256,01 5 B1 ). 

With regards to claims 1, 2, and 29, Applicant, at pages 4-7, 
15 and 16 of the specification to be known as AAPA discloses 

a primary fingertip receptacle at least partially extending 
upwardly from said angled upper surface of said primary button and 
forming a mould around a user's index fingertip, when placed on 
said angled upper surface of said primary button slightly bent 

(>Adler< Figures 1 and 6 show the apertures which the 
finger can be placed into to depress the primary button, in the case, 
for the left click part. Figure 1 shows the groove for forming a mould 
around the fingertip a little better, such as the longitudinal 
depressions 46L and 46R), (Final Action, p. 4) 

AAPA does not disclose 

"said mould being tapered upwardly from said angled upper 
surface of said button at a height, which provides a moulded 
contact surface with said user's index fingertip which allows the 
user to move securely said mouse in a forward or backward 
direction without actuating said primary button by said index 
fingertip, when moving said index fingertip forward or backward 
against said moulded contact surface by stretching or bending said 
index finger in order to effect vertical movement of a pointer on a 
computer screen in up- or downward direction, respectively, said 
primary fingertip receptacle enabling a user to effect horizontal 
movement of a pointer on a computer screen without the use of 
hand or arm movement of the user when turning said casing around 
its axis in said receptacle, when pushing by a thumb or a little finger 
of the user against a respective contact area on a respective side of 
said casing, when operating said mouse," and that the primary 
button can be actuated without "actuating mouse movement." (Final 
Action, p. 5) 

However, Figures 1 and 6 show the apertures which allow 
movement of the mouse, such as the in the vertical direction since 
the fingers are placed into the grooves. Furthermore, these figures 
show the longitudinal depressions 46L and 46R/146L, and 146R, 
which allow the finger to be placed therein to contact the apertures 
44/144 and these can also be used for movement without the use 
of the hand or arm and can be done just by moving the two fingers 
in the grooves. As for the height, the figures show the protrusion 
into the finger pads, obviously indicating there is a height as can be 
seen in Figure 1 . Looking at this figure further, the fingertips, which 
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are placed inside the apertures 44, can move the mouse in 
direction by applying a force, inside the groove area, and in 
generally a parallel direction to the surface on which the mouse is 
placed on and this includes moving it in a forward or backward 
direction. (Final Action, pages 5 and 6) 

It is at least obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the 
mouse could be moved by just placing the fingers through the 
apertures, providing the user with a sense of grip. These figures 
have the same angling structure as Applicant's as well. 
Regardless, one of skill would realize that movement could be 
actuated, or is at least, possible given Adler's structure. It is 
important to note that if the structure is substantially the same, then 
the ability to actuate the two is obvious, if not inherent, with regards 
to it actually being able to be done. (Final Action, p. 6) 

There is no teaching or suggestion whatsoever in the AAPA of the 
moulded structure being formed tightly around the fingertip on the upper surface 
of the button, nor the fingertip direct contact with the edge of the 
aperture/opening in the Adler cover, nor is there any teaching or suggestion that 
would motivate anyone in any conceivable way to use the edge of the aperture 
for movement of the mouse by applying a force by the fingertip against the edge. 

Applicant was motivated to provide the moulded structure extending 
upwardly from the angled upper surface of the primary or secondary button and 
forming a mould around a user's fingertip, when placed on the button slightly 
bent, which tapers upwardly from the angled upper surface of the button at the 
height, which provides the moulded contact surface with the fingertip, which 
allows a user to move the mouse forward without button actuating just by moving 
of one finger forward, parallel to the working surface against the mould. 

As discussed above in section B, the Examiner has fully failed to 
acknowledge the scope of the AAPA that the functionality of the mouse being 
combined with Adler's cover is provided by the aperture/opening in the cover. 
The logic used by the Examiner in the rejections that the aperture in Adler's cover 
is designed to provide direct contact for the fingertip with the edge thereof, 
thereby allowing actuating movement of the mouse, when applying the force by 
the fingertip against the edge, is wholly misplaced. Examiner's motivation for the 
combination appears to be stated as follows: 
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However, Figures 1 and 6 show the apertures which allow 
movement of the mouse, such as the in the vertical direction since 
the fingers are placed into the grooves. Furthermore, these figures 
show the longitudinal depressions 46L and 46R/146L, and 146R, 
which allow the finger to be placed therein to contact the apertures 
44/144 and these can also be used for movement without the use 
of the hand or arm and can be done just by moving the two fingers 
in the grooves. As for the height, the figures show the protrusion 
into the finger pads, obviously indicating there is a height as can be 
seen in Figure 1 . Looking at this figure further, the fingertips, which 
are placed inside the apertures 44, can move the mouse in 
direction by applying a force, inside the groove area, and in 
generally a parallel direction to the surface on which the mouse is 
placed on and this includes moving it in a forward or backward 
direction. 

It is at least obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art that the 
mouse could be moved by just placing the fingers through the 
apertures, providing the user with a sense of grip. These figures 
have the same angling structure as Applicant's as well. 
Regardless, one of skill would realize that movement could be 
actuated, or is at least, possible given Adler's structure. It is 
important to note that if the structure is substantially the same, then 
the ability to actuate the two is obvious, if not inherent, with regards 
to it actually being able to be done. 

Contrary to the assertions of the Examiner, there was no teaching or 

suggestion whatsoever in AAPA as to that the longitudinal depressions 46L or 

46R allow the finger, when placed therein, to contact the edge of the aperture, 

nor was there any teaching or suggestion that would motivate anyone in any 

conceivable way to use the edge of the aperture for movement of the mouse by 

applying a force by the fingertip against the edge. The Examiner has failed to 

acknowledge that the AAPA reference discloses: 

The depressions 46L and 46R are thus positioned and 
shaped to receive the respective lower surfaces of two of the 
user's fingers, e.g., the index and middle or ring fingers, and to 
align the tips of the two fingers for direct contact with a 
corresponding one of the two pushbuttons 20L and 20R. In Fig. 2, 
the index and middle fingers of a right-handed user 24 are shown 
positioned in a respective one of the longitudinal depressions 46L, 
46R, with the ends of the fingers in respective direct contact with 
the push buttons 20L and 20R through respective apertures 44. 
(Adler, column 4, lines 13-22) (Emphases added) 
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Here, as discussed above in section B, the Examiner has failed to 
acknowledge that the aperture should be designed to fit the fingertip into with the 
sufficient clearance around the fingertip and the edge thereof to allow actuating 
of the button through the opening in the cover, which is attached to the mouse 
casing, without any hindrance from the edge/cover. Further, as discussed above 
in sections B and C, the Examiner has failed to acknowledge that Applicant's 
mould and Adler's aperture/opening are not substantially the same structures, as 
ascribed by the Examiner in the rejections. And that Adler does not teach, 
suggest, or motivate any moulded structure being attached to the button, which 
might allow a skilled artisan to move the mouse forward just by one finger, when 
applying a force in generally a forward, parallel direction to the surface against 
such structure. 

The Examiner has failed to acknowledge that the fingertip contact with the 
edge of the aperture will hinder movement of the fingertip through the 
opening/cover by button actuation; this obviously conflicts with the scope of the 
AAPA and seems to make the AAPA inoperable for the use. Accordingly, there 
is clearly no proper basis whatsoever for the proposed combination. 

F. THE PROPOSED COMBINATIONS FAIL TO DISCLOSE, TEACH, OR 
SUGGEST EACH OF THE CLAIM FEATURES. 

It seems that the only criteria used by the Examiner in the rejections are 
the arguments that the fingertip could be placed into the aperture; therefore, in 
the Examiner's opinion, the aperture could be considered by a skilled artisan as a 
receptacle. Here, the Examiner has failed to appreciate the relevant claim 
language that Applicant's fingertip receptacle is at least partially extending 
upwardly from the angled upper surface of the button and forming a mould 
around a user's fingertip, when placed on the angled upper surface of the 
button slightly bent. 

Adler does not teach, suggest, or motivate any structure, which might be 
formed or attached on the button, and which might be, likewise Applicant's 
mould, fitted tightly around the fingertip. As discussed above in section C, the 
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Examiner's statement that Adler's "Figure 1 shows the groove for forming a 
mould around the fingertip" (Final Action, p. 4) is incorrect and misdescriptive. 
There is clearly no proper basis whatsoever for the Examiner's interpretation of 
the terms "aperture," "groove" and "mould" as being admitted to be within 
reasonable interpretation of each other; neither structurally nor lexicographically. 

In the Adler reference, the object used by the Examiner in the rejections is 
the edge of the aperture/opening in the cover, which is supported by the mouse 
casing and designed with the clearance around the fingertip and the edge, and 
which is closely elevated over the mouse button at a minimized height, wherein 
Adler teaches "means disposed between the upper surface of the mouse and the 
lower surface of the cover for indirectly actuating the buttons on the mouse with 
the fingers of the user's hand." (Adler, column 7, lines 41-44) 

The Examiner has also failed to appreciate the relevant claim language 
that Applicant's mould tapers upwardly from the upper surface of the button at 
the height, which provides the moulded contact surface for the fingertip, which 
allows a user to move the mouse forward without button actuating, just by moving 
of one finger forward, parallel to the working surface against the mould. 

Regarding the height of the mould claimed by Applicant, more than a 
strange are the Examiner's suggestions to claim a value or a range of the height 
of Applicant's mould to overcome the rejections. 

In the Advisory Action dated April 15, 2010, on p. 3 the Examiner states: 

Applicant also argues about Adler's thickness, but there is no 
claimed value for Applicant's own thickness in the claim language. 
Therefore, examiner does not see why this needs to be given 
weight. Please differentiate the present invention from the prior art 
by claiming an actual value or a range which Adler does not read 
on. 

In the Office action, dated August 17, 2010, on pp. 27, 28, the Examiner 

states: 

As for the height, isn't this clearly shown in Adler? A height 
of a cover is inherent, since Applicant has not claimed any 
particular non-obvious range (numbers), (p. 27) 

Applicant is advised to overcome the current rejection by 
better claiming the height of the mould or claim more differences 
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which would differentiate Applicant's mould from Adler's cover. 
(p.28) 



Here, the Examiner has failed to acknowledge that, in contrast to the 
empty space between the upper surface of the button and the lower surface of 
Adler's cover, Applicant's mould being tapered upwardly from the upper surface 
of the button even at a minimized height would provide the moulded contact 
surface for the fingertip, which could allow at least button actuating, when moving 
it tangentially to surface of the button in combined down-forward motion. 
Further, in the Final Acton, para. 4, on p. 4 the Examiner states: 

AAPA teaches: 

said primary button being actuated by a force applied 
tangential to said angled upper surface of said primary button by 
said index fingertip, when stroking by said index fingertip said 
angled upper surface of said primary button in a combined down- 
forward motion against said moulded contact surface. 

(>Adler< Column 1, Lines 63-67 disclose the apertures 
44/144 are positioned over a corresponding button which can be 
clicked. The finger is in a bent position along 46L and 46R and 
when it moves to depress the buttons, the finger is further bent, at a 
tangential angle. Respectfully, down-forward is a broad term and 
seeing Adler's Figure 1 and disclosure in Column 3, Lines 31-36, it 
is clear that the cover is meant to be taper downward and forward 
over the front end, facilitating hand control in those same directions. 
Applicant's own disclosure in [0015] notes that stroking is similar to 
stretching, so the terms are admitted to be within reasonable 
interpretation of each other) 

In the Response dated May 14, 2010, on p. 21 Applicant submitted the 
dictionary definition of the term "to stroke" and noted: 

"The Examiner will appreciate the given dictionary definition for the term 
"to stroke" as pass the fingertip gently over the surface" and the following: 

"Evidence showing there was no reasonable expectation of success may 
provide a conclusion of nonobviousness. See MPEP §2143.02 citing In re 
Reinhart 189 USPQ 143 (CCPA 1976)." 

Further, in the Response dated June 18, 2010, on p. 21 Applicant noted: 
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"Stroking (downward forward) the upper surface of the conventional 
mouse over which the Adler cover is attached to the mouse body will not actuate 
the button of the conventional mouse." 

Nevertheless, in the Final Action, para. 6, on p. 27, the Examiner alleges: 
. . examiner can indeed actuate a mouse button by gently stroking . . . 
with a tangential movement to the surface of a button;" and further: 

"... examiner is able to execute the claim limitations by using a reasonable 
degree of force, demonstrating success" 

As discussed above in sections B, C, and D, such Examiner's statements 
are obviously conflicting with the principles of geometry, physics, kinematics, and 
common language used in the dictionary. The Examiner has failed to 
acknowledge that fully in correspondence with the principles of geometry, 
physics, and kinematics the push button of the conventional mouse taught in the 
Adler disclosure cannot be actuated by a skilled artisan by their finger movement 
directed tangentially to the surface of the button, i.e. when moving it against 
nothing. 

The relevant features of Applicant's claims which are not disclosed in the 
Adler (or any other cited reference) reference, recite that in Applicant's invention 
the moulded structure being formed or attached on the upper surface of the 
mouse button allows a skilled artisan to move the mouse forward just by one 
finger, when moving it forward, and to actuate the button by the same finger, 
when moving it tangentially to the surface of the button in down-forward motion 
against Applicant' mould. The Adler reference is wholly silent with respect to this 
claim features. 

Likewise, the Examiner really sets forth no basis for a reasonable 
expectation of success were the references combined. 

For the foregoing reasons, it is respectfully submitted that all claims in the 
application are in condition for allowance. 

G. SPECIFIC ERRORS OF REJECTION FOR EACH OF THE CLAIMS. 
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CLAIMS 1, 29 AND 30 

Claims 1 , 29 and 30 recite as follows: 
1. A mouse for a computer system, said mouse capable of entering 
commands into a computer based on the location of a cursor which can be 
placed on a computer screen, when moving said mouse across a working 
surface, and being actuatable by a user to generate a signal to said computer, 
said mouse comprising: 

a casing having a bottom part resting on the working surface and an upper 
part, said casing longitudinally extending from a front end to a rear end and 
having transversely spaced sides, which are spaced so that said casing is 
positioned between distal phalanxes of a user's ring and little fingers, and a distal 
phalanx of a user's thumb, when a user's lower palm, user's ring and little 
fingertips, and a side of the distal phalanx of the user's thumb are resting on the 
working surface without gripping said mouse at a naturally relaxed curled fingers 
and hand position; 

a primary button disposed at an upper front portion of said casing so as to 
be actuated by a user's index finger, said primary button having an upper 
surface, which is angled to the front end of said casing; and 

a primary fingertip receptacle at least partially extending upwardly from 
said angled upper surface of said primary button and forming a mould around a 
user's index fingertip, when placed on said angled upper surface of said primary 
button slightly bent, said mould being tapered upwardly from said angled upper 
surface of said button at a height, which provides a moulded contact surface with 
said user's index fingertip, which allows the user to move securely said mouse in 
a forward or backward direction without actuating said primary button by said 
index fingertip, when moving said index fingertip forward or backward against 
said moulded contact surface by stretching or bending said index finger in order 
to effect vertical movement of a pointer on a computer screen in up- or downward 
direction, respectively, said primary fingertip receptacle enabling a user to effect 
horizontal movement of a pointer on a computer screen without the use of hand 
or arm movement of the user, when turning said casing around its axis in said 
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receptacle, when pushing by a thumb or a little finger of the user against a 
respective contact area on a respective side of said casing, when operating said 
mouse, said primary button being actuated without actuating mouse movement 
by a force applied tangential to said angled upper surface of said primary button 
by said index fingertip, when stroking by said index fingertip said angled upper 
surface of said primary button in a combined down-forward motion against said 
moulded contact surface. 

29. A computer mouse for a computer system, said mouse being capable of 
entering commands into a computer based on the location of a cursor which can 
be placed on a computer screen, when moving said mouse across a working 
surface, wherein said mouse has a casing resting on said working surface, said 
casing having at least one button disposed at an upper front portion thereof so as 
to be actuated by a user's finger to generate a signal to said computer, said 
mouse comprising: 

a moulded structure mounted to an angled upper surface of said button, 
wherein said moulded structure at least partially extends upwardly from said 
angled upper surface of said button and forms a mould around a user's fingertip, 
when placed on said angled upper surface of said button slightly bent, said mould 
being tapered upwardly from said angled upper surface of said button at a height, 
which provides a moulded contact surface with said user's fingertip, which allows 
the user to move securely said mouse in a forward or backward direction without 
actuating said button by said index fingertip, when moving said index fingertip 
forward or backward against said moulded contact surface by stretching or 
bending said finger in order to effect vertical movement of a pointer on a 
computer screen in up- or downward direction, respectively, said moulded 
structure enabling a user to effect horizontal movement of a pointer on a 
computer screen without the use of the hand or arm movement of the user, when 
turning said casing around its axis in said mould, when pushing by a thumb or a 
little finger of the user against a respective contact area on a respective side of 
said casing, when operating said mouse, said button being actuated without 
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actuating mouse movement by a force applied tangential to said angled upper 
surface of said button by said fingertip, when stroking by said index fingertip said 
angled upper surface of said button in a combined down-forward motion against 
said moulded contact surface. 

30. The mouse of claim 29, wherein said casing has two buttons disposed 
transversely of each other at an upper front portion of said casing so as to be 
actuated by a user's index or middle finger, said mouse further comprising: 

a moulded structure mounted to an angled upper surface of each button, 
wherein one moulded structure at least partially extends upwardly from an angled 
upper surface of a primary button and forms a mould around a user's index 
fingertip, when placed on said angled upper surface of said primary button 
slightly bent, said mould being tapered upwardly from said angled upper surface 
of said button at a height, which provides a moulded contact surface with said 
user's index fingertip and a second moulded structure at least partially extends 
upwardly from an angled upper surface of a secondary button and forms a mould 
around a user's middle fingertip, when placed on said angled upper surface of 
said secondary button slightly bent, said mould being tapered upwardly from said 
angled upper surface of said button at a height, which provides a moulded 
contact surface with said user's middle fingertip, said moulded contact surfaces 
each allowing the user to move securely said mouse in a forward or backward 
direction without actuating said buttons each by said index or middle fingertip, 
when moving said index or middle fingertip forward or backward against said 
respective moulded contact surface by stretching or bending said index or middle 
finger in order to effect vertical movement of a pointer on a computer screen in 
up- or downward direction, respectively, said moulded structure enabling a user 
to effect horizontal movement of a pointer on a computer screen without the use 
of hand or arm movement of the user, when turning said casing around its axis in 
said mould, when pushing by user's thumb or little finger against a respective 
contact area on a respective side of said casing, when operating said mouse, 
said buttons each being actuated without actuating mouse movement by a force 
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applied tangential to said angled upper surface of said button by one of said 
fingertip, when stroking by said respective fingertip said respective angled upper 
surface of said respective button in a combined down-forward motion against 
said respective moulded contact surface. 

Claims 1, 29 and 30 have been rejected as unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over AAPA in view of Adler. The Examiner's rejection of claims 1, 29 
and 30 should be reversed and the claims be deemed patentable because there 
is no proper basis for the proposed combination of AAPA and Adler and also 
because the proposed combination does not disclose, teach or suggest the 
features wherein 

"a fingertip receptacle, or moulded structure, at least partially extending 
upwardly from said angled upper surface of said primary button and forming a 
mould around a user's index fingertip, when placed on said angled upper surface 
of said primary button slightly bent, said mould being tapered upwardly from said 
angled upper surface of said button at a height, which provides a moulded 
contact surface with said user's index fingertip, which allows the user to move 
securely said mouse in a forward or backward direction without actuating said 
primary button by said index fingertip, when moving said index fingertip forward 
or backward against said moulded contact surface"; and 

"said primary or secondary button being actuated without actuating mouse 
movement by a force applied tangential to said angled upper surface of said 
primary button by said index fingertip, when stroking by said index fingertip said 
angled upper surface of said primary or secondary button in a combined down- 
forward motion against said moulded contact surface." 

CLAIM 2 

Claim 2 recites as follows: 
2. The mouse of claim 1 further comprising: 

a secondary button disposed transversely of said primary button at an 
upper front portion of said casing so as to be actuated by a user's middle finger, 



-30- 



said secondary button having an upper surface, which is angled to the front end 
of said casing; 

a secondary fingertip receptacle at least partially extending upwardly from 
said angled upper surface of said secondary button and forming a mould around 
a user's middle fingertip, when placed on said angled upper surface of said 
secondary button slightly bent, said mould being tapered upwardly from said 
angled upper surface of said button at a height, which provides a moulded 
contact surface with said user's middle fingertip, which allows the user to move 
securely said mouse in a forward or backward direction without actuating said 
secondary button by said middle fingertip, when moving said middle fingertip 
forward or backward against said moulded contact surface by stretching or 
bending said middle finger in order to effect vertical movement of a pointer on a 
computer screen in up- or downward direction, respectively, said secondary 
fingertip receptacle enabling a user to effect horizontal movement of a pointer on 
a computer screen without the use of hand or arm movement of the user, when 
turning said casing around its axis in said receptacle, when pushing by a thumb 
or a little finger of the user against a respective contact area on a respective side 
of said casing, when operating said mouse, said secondary button being 
actuated without actuating mouse movement by a force applied tangential to said 
angled upper surface of said secondary button by said middle fingertip, when 
stroking by said middle fingertip said angled upper surface of said secondary 
button in a combined down-forward motion against said moulded contact surface; 
and 

a form of a rear part of said casing providing sufficient clearance between 
an upper surface and a rear surface of said casing, and a user's palm plane, and 
said user's index and middle fingers being placed in said respective receptacle 
slightly bent, and a lower palm resting on said working surface, so that said upper 
surface and said rear surface of said casing do not interfere with said user's palm 
plane, said lower palm resting on said working surface, and said user's index and 
middle fingers, when the user manipulates said mouse, said form of said rear 
part of said casing enabling a user to shift said mouse from a neutral position of 
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said user's index and middle fingers, when placed in said respective receptacle 
slightly bent, by bending said user's index and middle fingers further into a pocket 
formed by the user's hand, when a user's lower palm, user's ring and little 
fingertips, and a side of the distal phalanx of the user's thumb are resting on the 
working surface without gripping or pinching said mouse at a naturally relaxed 
curled fingers and hand position, so that said mouse does not interfere with said 
user's palm plane and said user's lower palm resting on said working surface. 

Claim 2 has been rejected as unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over 
AAPA in view of Adler. The Examiner's rejection of claim 2 should be reversed 
and the claim be deemed patentable because there is no proper basis for the 
proposed combination of AAPA and Adler and also because the proposed 
combination does not disclose, teach or suggest the features wherein 

"a fingertip receptacle, or moulded structure, at least partially extending 
upwardly from said angled upper surface of said primary button and forming a 
mould around a user's index fingertip, when placed on said angled upper surface 
of said primary button slightly bent, said mould being tapered upwardly from said 
angled upper surface of said button at a height, which provides a moulded 
contact surface with said user's index fingertip, which allows the user to move 
securely said mouse in a forward or backward direction without actuating said 
primary button by said index fingertip, when moving said index fingertip forward 
or backward against said moulded contact surface"; 

"said primary or secondary button being actuated without actuating mouse 
movement by a force applied tangential to said angled upper surface of said 
primary button by said index fingertip, when stroking by said index fingertip said 
angled upper surface of said primary or secondary button in a combined down- 
forward motion against said moulded contact surface;" and 

"a form of a rear part of said casing providing sufficient clearance between 
an upper surface and a rear surface of said casing, and a user's palm plane, and 
said user's index and middle fingers being placed in said respective receptacle 
slightly bent, and a lower palm resting on said working surface, so that said upper 
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surface and said rear surface of said casing do not interfere with said user's palm 
plane, said lower palm resting on said working surface." 

CLAIMS 3-5 

Claims 3-5 recite as follows: 

3. The mouse of claim 2 further comprising a wheel button disposed between 
the primary receptacle and the secondary receptacle, said wheel button 
accessible by at least one of the user's finger when a user's index finger and a 
user's middle finger are placed in the respective receptacle of the primary and 
secondary buttons. 

4. The mouse of claim 2, wherein the primary and secondary receptacles are 
located on the primary button and the secondary button, respectively, so that a 
gap between the user's index finger and the user's middle finger being placed in 
the respective receptacles has a spacing distance, which allows a wheel button 
to be positioned between them. 

5. The mouse of claim 3, wherein each said receptacle has a front portion 
and a center of said wheel is disposed rearwardly from the front portions of said 
receptacles. 

Claims 3-5 have been rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over AAPA in a view Adler as applied to claims 1 and 2. 

The Examiner's rejection of claims 3-5 should be reversed and the claims 
be deemed patentable because in addition to the reasons advanced for the 
patentability of claims 1 and 2 these claims are also patentable for the reason 
that there is no proper basis for combining AAPA and Adler reference. 

CLAIMS 6-7 

Claims 6-7 recite as follows: 
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6. The mouse of claim 1, wherein said primary receptacle is formed from a 
moulded component comprising a pad and a rounded section, which tapers 
upwardly from the pad and is symmetric about a medial plane. 

7. The mouse of claim 2, wherein said secondary receptacle is formed from a 
moulded component comprising a pad and a rounded section, which tapers 
upwardly from the pad and is symmetric about a medial plane. 

Claims 6-7 have been rejected as unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) 
over AAPA in view of Adler. The Examiner's rejection of claims 6-7 should be 
reversed and the claims be deemed patentable because there is no proper basis 
for the proposed combination of AAPA and Adler and also because the proposed 
combination does not disclose, teach or suggest the feature wherein 

"said receptacle is formed from a moulded component comprising a pad 
and a rounded section, which tapers upwardly from the pad and is symmetric 
about a medial plane." 

CLAIM 8 

Claim 8 recites as follows: 

8. The mouse of claim 4, wherein the user's index and middle fingertips 
being placed in respective receptacles are elevated from the working surface at a 
height, which is reduced and defined by an outside diameter of said wheel. 

Claim 8 has been rejected as unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over 
AAPA in view of Adler. The Examiner's rejection of claim 8 should be reversed 
and the claim be deemed patentable because there is no proper basis for the 
proposed combination of AAPA and Adler and also because the proposed 
combination does not disclose, teach or suggest the feature wherein 

"the user's index and middle fingertips being placed in respective 
receptacles are elevated from the working surface at a height, which is reduced 
and defined by an outside diameter of said wheel." 
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CLAIMS 9-11 

Claims 9-1 1 recite as follows: 

9. The mouse of claim 1, wherein the sides of said casing each have a 
concave shape, which define a user's thumb, and a user's ring and little fingertips 
pinching areas. 

1 0. The mouse of claim 9, wherein both sides of said casing in a user's thumb 
and a user's ring fingertip pinching areas are vertical to the working surface over 
which the mouse moves. 

11. The mouse of claim 9, wherein a user's side of the distal phalanx of the 
thumb and a user's ring and little fingertips being placed on the respective 
pinching areas register with the working surface over which the mouse moves 
when a user manipulates the mouse. 

Claims 9-11 have been rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over AAPA in a view Adler as applied to claims 1 and 2. 

The Examiner's rejection of claims 9-1 1 should be reversed and the claims 
be deemed patentable because in addition to the reasons advanced for the 
patentability of claims 1 and 2 these claims are also patentable for the reason 
that there is no proper basis for combining AAPA and Adler reference. 

CLAIM 12 

Claim 12 recites as follows: 

12. The mouse of claim 2, wherein a space exists between the user's palm 
plane, and the user's index and middle fingers, and an upper surface of the rear 
part of the casing when the user shifts the mouse by stretching or bending the 
user's index and middle fingers placed in the respective receptacles. 
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Claim 12 has been rejected as unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over 
AAPA in view of Adler. The Examiner's rejection of claim 12 should be reversed 
and the claim be deemed patentable because there is no proper basis for the 
proposed combination of AAPA and Adler and also because the proposed 
combination does not disclose, teach or suggest the feature wherein 

"a space exists between the user's palm plane, and the user's index and 
middle fingers, and an upper surface of the rear part of the casing when the user 
shifts the mouse by stretching or bending the user's index and middle fingers 
placed in the respective receptacles." 

CLAIM 13 

Claim 13 recites as follows: 
13. The mouse of claim 2, wherein a length of the rear part of the casing 
measured from the front edge of said primary and secondary receptacles allows 
a user to shift the mouse from a neutral position of the user's index and middle 
fingers, when placed in said respective receptacle slightly bent, by bending the 
user's index and middle fingers further in a pocket formed by the user's hand, 
when a user's lower palm, user's ring and little fingertips, and a side of the distal 
phalanx of the user's thumb are resting on the working surface without gripping 
or pinching said mouse at a naturally relaxed curled fingers and hand position, so 
that said mouse does not interfere with the user's lower palm resting on said 
working surface. 

Claim 13 has been rejected as unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over 
AAPA in view of Adler. The Examiner's rejection of claim 13 should be reversed 
and the claim be deemed patentable because there is no proper basis for the 
proposed combination of AAPA and Adler and also because the proposed 
combination does not disclose, teach or suggest the feature wherein 

"a length of the rear part of the casing measured from the front edge of 
said primary and secondary receptacles allows a user to shift the mouse from a 
neutral position of the user's index and middle fingers, when placed in said 
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respective receptacle slightly bent, by bending the user's index and middle 
fingers further in a pocket formed by the user's hand, when a user's lower palm, 
user's ring and little fingertips, and a side of the distal phalanx of the user's 
thumb are resting on the working surface without gripping or pinching said mouse 
at a naturally relaxed curled fingers and hand position, so that said mouse does 
not interfere with the user's lower palm resting on said working surface." 

CLAIM 24 

Claim 24 recites as follows: 
24. The mouse of claim 2, wherein said primary and secondary buttons each 
are parts of ends of levers, which longitudinally extend from a common plane of 
said casing on which other ends of the levers are firmly fixed. 

Claim 24 has been rejected as unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over 
AAPA in view of Adler. The Examiner's rejection of claim 24 should be reversed 
and the claim be deemed patentable because there is no proper basis for the 
proposed combination of AAPA and Adler and also because the proposed 
combination does not disclose, teach or suggest the feature wherein 

"said primary and secondary buttons each are parts of ends of levers, 
which longitudinally extend from a common plane of said casing on which other 
ends of the levers are firmly fixed." 

CLAIM 27 

Claim 27 recites as follows: 
27. The mouse of claim 24, wherein said casing has a cross panel in relation 
to said sides and said common plane of said casing is inclined toward said front 
end relative to said cross panel. 

Claim 27 has been rejected as unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) over 
AAPA in view of Adler. The Examiner's rejection of claim 27 should be reversed 
and the claim be deemed patentable because there is no proper basis for the 
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proposed combination of AAPA and Adler and also because the proposed 
combination does not disclose, teach or suggest the feature wherein 

"said casing has a cross panel in relation to said sides and said common 
plane of said casing is inclined toward said front end relative to said cross panel." 

(2) THE REJECTION OF CLAIMS 14-23 UNDER 35 U.S.C. §103(A) OVER 
AAPA/ADLER AS APPLIED TO CLAIMS 1-2 AND FURTHER IN VIEW OF 
SMITH, (U.S. PATENT NO. 6,348,912 B1). 

5. Claims 14-23 has been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Adler (6,256,015 B1) in view of Smith (6,348,912 B1). (Final 
Action, p. 21) 

A. THE PROPOSED COMBINATION OF AAPA, ADLER AND SMITH IS 
IMPROPER. 

The Examiner's contention in combining AAPA/Adler with Smith is set 

forth in paragraph 5 of page 21 of the Final Action as follows: 

AAPA/Adler does not explicitly teach that for the mouse, 
"at least one additional button having a user's index finger contact 
area and disposed rearwardly from said primary receptacle so as to 
be capable of being actuated by bending the user's index finger 
positioned in said primary receptacle and simultaneous pinching the 
mouse between a user's thumb and a user's ring and/or little 
fingertips." 

However, in the same field of endeavor, mice, Smith teaches 
"Provided adjacent to and behind the buttons 14, 16 are a pair of 
supplemental buttons 18, 20." (Column 2, Line 9, Figure 1 shows 
the supplemental buttons 18 and 20) 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person with 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to integrate the 
use of the supplemental buttons as taught by Smith on the 
receptacles of Adler's mouse with the motivation that "The 
supplemental buttons 18, 20 are provided to allow ease of use of 
the mouse 10 by operators having small hands, such as children or 
people of slight stature." The user's fingers bend in order to actuate 
the supplemental buttons. 

First, nowhere in the proposed AAPA/Adler combination is there any 
teaching of any mould/receptacle being formed tightly around the fingertip on the 
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mouse button whatsoever, nor is there any teaching or suggestion of the contact 
portion of the primary mould/receptacle and the index finger contact area of the 
additional button, which together form a contact shape, which conforms to the 
shape of the distal phalanx of the user's index finger. 

Contrary to the Examiner's statement, nor on the opening, i.e. on the 
empty space in Adler's aperture, nor on the edge of the aperture/cover, any 
button could be integrated by a skilled artisan whatsoever. In the proposed 
combination AAPA/Adler with Smith the Examiner has failed to acknowledge that 
Smith teaches the push buttons, which could be integrated in or within Adler's 
aperture/opening adjacent to and behind one another; accordingly, the size of 
Adler's aperture/opening should allow tangential fingertip movement from the first 
button onto the second one in order to actuate the corresponding button without 
actuating another. As discussed above in sections B and C, the tangential 
fingertip movement within Adler's aperture from one button onto another would 
affect nothing. 

Accordingly, when the Examiner's contention is carefully scrutinized, there 
is no basis for the proposed combination, nor does the combination disclose, 
teach, or suggest all the elements of the claims as contended by the Examiner. 

B. SPECIFIC ERRORS OF REJECTIONS OF CLAIMS 14-23. 

CLAIM 14 

Claim 14 recites as follows: 
14. The mouse of claim 1, wherein a moulded contact surface is at least 
partially defined by at least one additional button having a user's index finger 
contact area and disposed rearwardly from said primary receptacle so as to be 
capable of being actuated by bending the user's index finger positioned in said 
primary receptacle and simultaneously pinching the mouse between a user's 
thumb and a user's ring and/or little fingertips. 
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Claim 14 has been rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over AAPA/Adler as applied to claim 1 and further in view of Smith, U.S. 
Patent No. 6,348,912 B1 (Smith). In addition to the reasons advanced for the 
patentability of claim 1 , the claim is also patentable for the reason that there is no 
proper basis for combining the AAPA/Adler reference with the Smith reference 
and further, there is no proper basis for the feature wherein 

"a moulded contact surface is at least partially defined by at least one 
additional button having a user's index finger contact area and disposed 
rearwardly from said primary receptacle so as to be capable of being actuated by 
bending the user's index finger positioned in said primary receptacle and 
simultaneously pinching the mouse between a user's thumb and a user's ring 
and/or little fingertips." 

CLAIM 15 

Claim 15 recites as follows: 
15. The mouse of claim 14, wherein a contact portion of the primary 
receptacle and the index finger contact area of the additional button together 
form a contact shape that conforms to the shape of the distal phalanx of the 
user's index finger. 

Claim 15 has been rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over AAPA/Adler as applied to claims 1 and 14 and further in view of 
Smith, U.S. Patent No. 6,348,912 B1 (Smith). In addition to the reasons 
advanced for the patentability of claims 1 and 14, the claim is also patentable for 
the reason that there is no proper basis for combining the AAPA/Adler reference 
with the Smith reference and further, there is no proper basis for the feature 
wherein 

"a contact portion of the primary receptacle and the index finger contact 
area of the additional button together form a contact shape that conforms to the 
shape of the distal phalanx of the user's index finger." 
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CLAIM 16 

Claim 16 recites as follows: 

16. The mouse of claim 15, wherein a surface of the contact portion of the 
primary receptacle is level with a surface of the index finger contact area of the 
additional button at all points along a boundary between the primary receptacle 
and the index finger contact area of the additional button. 

Claim 16 has been rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over AAPA/Adler as applied to claims 1 and 14 and further in view of 
Smith, U.S. Patent No. 6,348,912 B1 (Smith). In addition to the reasons 
advanced for the patentability of claims 1 and 15, the claim is also patentable for 
the reason that there is no proper basis for combining the AAPA/Adler reference 
with the Smith reference. 

CLAIM 17 

Claim 17 recites as follows: 

17. The mouse of claim 14, wherein an interior portion of the distal phalange 
of the user's index finger contacts both a front portion of said primary receptacle 
and a portion of the contact area of the additional button when the user's index 
fingertip is positioned in said primary receptacle. 

Claim 17 has been rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over AAPA/Adler as applied to claims 1 and 14 and further in view of 
Smith, U.S. Patent No. 6,348,912 B1 (Smith). In addition to the reasons 
advanced for the patentability of claims 1 and 14, the claim is also patentable for 
the reason that there is no proper basis for combining the AAPA/Adler reference 
with the Smith reference and further, there is no proper basis for the feature 
wherein 

"an interior portion of the distal phalange of the user's index finger 
contacts both a front portion of said primary receptacle and a portion of the 
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contact area of the additional button when the user's index fingertip is positioned 
in said primary receptacle." 

CLAIM 18 

Claim 18 recites as follows: 

18. The mouse of claim 14, wherein said additional button is actuated by 
bending the index finger and simultaneously pinching the sides of the mouse 
between the user's thumb and the user's ring and/or little fingertips. 

Claim 18 has been rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over AAPA/Adler as applied to claims 1 and 14 and further in view of 
Smith, U.S. Patent No. 6,348,912 B1 (Smith). In addition to the reasons 
advanced for the patentability of claims 1 and 14, the claim is also patentable for 
the reason that there is no proper basis for combining the AAPA/Adler reference 
with the Smith reference and further, there is no proper basis for the feature 
wherein 

"said additional button is actuated by bending the index finger and 
simultaneously pinching the sides of the mouse between the user's thumb and 
the user's ring and/or little fingertips." 

CLAIM 19 

Claim 19 recites as follows: 

19. The mouse of claim 2, wherein a moulded contact surface is at least 
partially defined by a second additional button having a middle finger contact 
area and disposed rearwardly from said secondary receptacle so as to be 
capable of being actuated by bending the user's middle finger positioned in said 
secondary receptacle and simultaneously pinching the mouse between a user's 
thumb and a user's ring and/or little fingertips. 

Claim 19 has been rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over AAPA/Adler as applied to claim 2 and further in view of Smith, U.S. 
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Patent No. 6,348,912 B1 (Smith). In addition to the reasons advanced for the 
patentability of claim 2, the claim is also patentable for the reason that there is no 
proper basis for combining the AAPA/Adler reference with the Smith reference 
and further, there is no proper basis for the feature wherein 

"a moulded contact surface is at least partially defined by a second 
additional button having a middle finger contact area and disposed rearwardly 
from said secondary receptacle so as to be capable of being actuated by bending 
the user's middle finger positioned in said secondary receptacle and 
simultaneously pinching the mouse between a user's thumb and a user's ring 
and/or little fingertips." 

CLAIM 20 

Claim 20 recites as follows: 
20. The mouse of claim 19, wherein a contact portion of the secondary 
receptacle and the middle finger contact area of the second additional button 
together form a contact shape that conforms to the shape of the distal phalanx of 
the user's middle finger. 

Claim 20 has been rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over AAPA/Adler as applied to claim 2 and 19, and further in view of 
Smith, U.S. Patent No. 6,348,912 B1 (Smith). In addition to the reasons 
advanced for the patentability of claim 2 and 19, the claim is also patentable for 
the reason that there is no proper basis for combining the AAPA/Adler reference 
with the Smith reference and further, there is no proper basis for the feature 
wherein 

"a contact portion of the secondary receptacle and the middle finger 
contact area of the second additional button together form a contact shape that 
conforms to the shape of the distal phalanx of the user's middle finger." 

CLAIM 21 

Claim 21 recites as follows: 
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21 . The mouse of claim 20, wherein a surface of the contact portion of the 
secondary receptacle is level with a surface of the middle finger contact area of 
the second additional button at all points along a boundary between the 
secondary receptacle and the middle finger contact area of the second additional 
button. 

Claim 21 has been rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over AAPA/Adler as applied to claim 2 and 20, and further in view of 
Smith, U.S. Patent No. 6,348,912 B1 (Smith). In addition to the reasons 
advanced for the patentability of claim 2 and 20, the claim is also patentable for 
the reason that there is no proper basis for combining the AAPA/Adler reference 
with the Smith reference and further, there is no proper basis for the feature 
wherein 

"a surface of the contact portion of the secondary receptacle is level with a 
surface of the middle finger contact area of the second additional button at all 
points along a boundary between the secondary receptacle and the middle finger 
contact area of the second additional button." 

CLAIM 22 

Claim 22 recites as follows: 

22. The mouse of claim 20, wherein a surface of the contact portion of the 
secondary receptacle is level with a surface of the middle finger contact area of 
the second additional button at all points along a boundary between the 
secondary receptacle and the middle finger contact area of the second additional 
button. 

Claim 22 has been rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over AAPA/Adler as applied to claims 2 and 20, and further in view of 
Smith, U.S. Patent No. 6,348,912 B1 (Smith). In addition to the reasons 
advanced for the patentability of claims 2 and 20, the claim is also patentable for 
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the reason that there is no proper basis for combining the AAPA/Adler reference 
with the Smith reference. 

CLAIM 23 

Claim 23 recites as follows: 
23. The mouse of claim 19, wherein said second additional button is actuated 
by bending the middle finger and simultaneously pinching the sides of the mouse 
between the user's thumb and a user's ring and/or little fingertips. 

Claim 23 has been rejected as being unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 03(a) over AAPA/Adler as applied to claim 2 and 19, and further in view of 
Smith, U.S. Patent No. 6,348,912 B1 (Smith). In addition to the reasons 
advanced for the patentability of claim 2 and 19, the claim is also patentable for 
the reason that there is no proper basis for combining the AAPA/Adler reference 
with the Smith reference and further, there is no proper basis for the feature 
wherein 

"said second additional button is actuated by bending the middle finger 
and simultaneously pinching the sides of the mouse between the user's thumb 
and a user's ring and/or little fingertips." 

CONCLUSION 

There is no proper basis for the Examiner's proposed combination of 
AAPA and Adler. 

There is further no proper basis for the Examiner's proposed combination 
of AAPA/Adler and Smith. 

Even if the proposed combinations were proper, none of the references 
individually or in combination properly discloses, teach, or suggest all of the 
features of each of the claims. 

Accordingly, the rejection under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(b) of claims 1-25 and 27- 
30 should be reversed and the claims be deemed patentable. 
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VIII. APPENDIX CLAIMS 



1. A mouse for a computer system, said mouse capable of entering 
commands into a computer based on the location of a cursor which can be 
placed on a computer screen, when moving said mouse across a working 
surface, and being actuatable by a user to generate a signal to said computer, 
said mouse comprising: 

a casing having a bottom part resting on the working surface and an upper 
part, said casing longitudinally extending from a front end to a rear end and 
having transversely spaced sides, which are spaced so that said casing is 
positioned between distal phalanxes of a user's ring and little fingers, and a distal 
phalanx of a user's thumb, when a user's lower palm, user's ring and little 
fingertips, and a side of the distal phalanx of the user's thumb are resting on the 
working surface without gripping said mouse at a naturally relaxed curled fingers 
and hand position; 

a primary button disposed at an upper front portion of said casing so as to 
be actuated by a user's index finger, said primary button having an upper 
surface, which is angled to the front end of said casing; and 

a primary fingertip receptacle at least partially extending upwardly from 
said angled upper surface of said primary button and forming a mould around a 
user's index fingertip, when placed on said angled upper surface of said primary 
button slightly bent, said mould being tapered upwardly from said angled upper 
surface of said button at a height, which provides a moulded contact surface with 
said user's index fingertip, which allows the user to move securely said mouse in 
a forward or backward direction without actuating said primary button by said 
index fingertip, when moving said index fingertip forward or backward against 
said moulded contact surface by stretching or bending said index finger in order 
to effect vertical movement of a pointer on a computer screen in up- or downward 
direction, respectively, said primary fingertip receptacle enabling a user to effect 
horizontal movement of a pointer on a computer screen without the use of hand 
or arm movement of the user, when turning said casing around its axis in said 



receptacle, when pushing by a thumb or a little finger of the user against a 
respective contact area on a respective side of said casing, when operating said 
mouse, said primary button being actuated without actuating mouse movement 
by a force applied tangential to said angled upper surface of said primary button 
by said index fingertip, when stroking by said index fingertip said angled upper 
surface of said primary button in a combined down-forward motion against said 
moulded contact surface. 

2. The mouse of claim 1 further comprising: 

a secondary button disposed transversely of said primary button at an 
upper front portion of said casing so as to be actuated by a user's middle finger, 
said secondary button having an upper surface, which is angled to the front end 
of said casing; 

a secondary fingertip receptacle at least partially extending upwardly from 
said angled upper surface of said secondary button and forming a mould around 
a user's middle fingertip, when placed on said angled upper surface of said 
secondary button slightly bent, said mould being tapered upwardly from said 
angled upper surface of said button at a height, which provides a moulded 
contact surface with said user's middle fingertip, which allows the user to move 
securely said mouse in a forward or backward direction without actuating said 
secondary button by said middle fingertip, when moving said middle fingertip 
forward or backward against said moulded contact surface by stretching or 
bending said middle finger in order to effect vertical movement of a pointer on a 
computer screen in up- or downward direction, respectively, said secondary 
fingertip receptacle enabling a user to effect horizontal movement of a pointer on 
a computer screen without the use of hand or arm movement of the user, when 
turning said casing around its axis in said receptacle, when pushing by a thumb 
or a little finger of the user against a respective contact area on a respective side 
of said casing, when operating said mouse, said secondary button being 
actuated without actuating mouse movement by a force applied tangential to said 
angled upper surface of said secondary button by said middle fingertip, when 



stroking by said middle fingertip said angled upper surface of said secondary 
button in a combined down-forward motion against said moulded contact surface; 
and 

a form of a rear part of said casing providing sufficient clearance between 
an upper surface and a rear surface of said casing, and a user's palm plane, and 
said user's index and middle fingers being placed in said respective receptacle 
slightly bent, and a lower palm resting on said working surface, so that said 
upper surface and said rear surface of said casing do not interfere with said 
user's palm plane, said lower palm resting on said working surface, and said 
user's index and middle fingers, when the user manipulates said mouse, said 
form of said rear part of said casing enabling a user to shift said mouse from a 
neutral position of said user's index and middle fingers, when placed in said 
respective receptacle slightly bent, by bending said user's index and middle 
fingers further into a pocket formed by the user's hand, when a user's lower 
palm, user's ring and little fingertips, and a side of the distal phalanx of the user's 
thumb are resting on the working surface without gripping or pinching said mouse 
at a naturally relaxed curled fingers and hand position, so that said mouse does 
not interfere with said user's palm plane and said user's lower palm resting on 
said working surface. 

3. The mouse of claim 2 further comprising a wheel button disposed between 
the primary receptacle and the secondary receptacle, said wheel button 
accessible by at least one of the user's finger when a user's index finger and a 
user's middle finger are placed in the respective receptacle of the primary and 
secondary buttons. 

4. The mouse of claim 2, wherein the primary and secondary receptacles are 
located on the primary button and the secondary button, respectively, so that a 
gap between the user's index finger and the user's middle finger being placed in 
the respective receptacles has a spacing distance, which allows a wheel button 
to be positioned between them. 



5. The mouse of claim 3, wherein each said receptacle has a front portion 
and a center of said wheel is disposed rearwardly from the front portions of said 
receptacles. 

6. The mouse of claim 1, wherein said primary receptacle is formed from a 
moulded component comprising a pad and a rounded section, which tapers 
upwardly from the pad and is symmetric about a medial plane. 

7. The mouse of claim 2, wherein said secondary receptacle is formed from 
a moulded component comprising a pad and a rounded section, which tapers 
upwardly from the pad and is symmetric about a medial plane. 

8. The mouse of claim 4, wherein the user's index and middle fingertips 
being placed in respective receptacles are elevated from the working surface at a 
height, which is reduced and defined by an outside diameter of said wheel. 

9. The mouse of claim 1, wherein the sides of said casing each have a 
concave shape, which define a user's thumb, and a user's ring and little fingertips 
pinching areas. 

1 0. The mouse of claim 9, wherein both sides of said casing in a user's thumb 
and a user's ring fingertip pinching areas are vertical to the working surface over 
which the mouse moves. 

11. The mouse of claim 9, wherein a user's side of the distal phalanx of the 
thumb and a user's ring and little fingertips being placed on the respective 
pinching areas register with the working surface over which the mouse moves 
when a user manipulates the mouse. 



12. The mouse of claim 2, wherein a space exists between the user's palm 
plane, and the user's index and middle fingers, and an upper surface of the rear 
part of the casing when the user shifts the mouse by stretching or bending the 
user's index and middle fingers placed in the respective receptacles. 

13. The mouse of claim 2, wherein a length of the rear part of the casing 
measured from the front edge of said primary and secondary receptacles allows 
a user to shift the mouse from a neutral position of the user's index and middle 
fingers, when placed in said respective receptacle slightly bent, by bending the 
user's index and middle fingers further in a pocket formed by the user's hand, 
when a user's lower palm, user's ring and little fingertips, and a side of the distal 
phalanx of the user's thumb are resting on the working surface without gripping 
or pinching said mouse at a naturally relaxed curled fingers and hand position, so 
that said mouse does not interfere with the user's lower palm resting on said 
working surface. 

14. The mouse of claim 1, wherein a moulded contact surface is at least 
partially defined by at least one additional button having a user's index finger 
contact area and disposed rearwardly from said primary receptacle so as to be 
capable of being actuated by bending the user's index finger positioned in said 
primary receptacle and simultaneously pinching the mouse between a user's 
thumb and a user's ring and/or little fingertips. 

15. The mouse of claim 14, wherein a contact portion of the primary 
receptacle and the index finger contact area of the additional button together 
form a contact shape that conforms to the shape of the distal phalanx of the 
user's index finger. 

16. The mouse of claim 15, wherein a surface of the contact portion of the 
primary receptacle is level with a surface of the index finger contact area of the 



additional button at all points along a boundary between the primary receptacle 
and the index finger contact area of the additional button. 

17. The mouse of claim 14, wherein an interior portion of the distal phalange 
of the user's index finger contacts both a front portion of said primary receptacle 
and a portion of the contact area of the additional button when the user's index 
fingertip is positioned in said primary receptacle. 

18. The mouse of claim 14, wherein said additional button is actuated by 
bending the index finger and simultaneously pinching the sides of the mouse 
between the user's thumb and the user's ring and/or little fingertips. 

19. The mouse of claim 2, wherein a moulded contact surface is at least 
partially defined by a second additional button having a middle finger contact 
area and disposed rearwardly from said secondary receptacle so as to be 
capable of being actuated by bending the user's middle finger positioned in said 
secondary receptacle and simultaneously pinching the mouse between a user's 
thumb and a user's ring and/or little fingertips. 

20. The mouse of claim 19, wherein a contact portion of the secondary 
receptacle and the middle finger contact area of the second additional button 
together form a contact shape that conforms to the shape of the distal phalanx of 
the user's middle finger. 

21. The mouse of claim 20, wherein a surface of the contact portion of the 
secondary receptacle is level with a surface of the middle finger contact area of 
the second additional button at all points along a boundary between the 
secondary receptacle and the middle finger contact area of the second additional 
button. 



22. The mouse of claim 19, wherein an interior portion of the distal phalange 
of the user's middle finger contacts both a front portion of said secondary 
receptacle and a portion of the contact area of the second additional button when 
the user's middle fingertip is positioned in said secondary receptacle. 

23. The mouse of claim 19, wherein said second additional button is actuated 
by bending the middle finger and simultaneously pinching the sides of the mouse 
between the user's thumb and a user's ring and/or little fingertips. 

24. The mouse of claim 2, wherein said primary and secondary buttons each 
are parts of ends of levers, which longitudinally extend from a common plane of 
said casing on which other ends of the levers are firmly fixed. 

25. The mouse of claim 19, wherein said additional buttons each are 
supported by planes arranged on respective sides of said casing parallel to said 
common plane of said casing, said additional buttons each are capable of sliding 
on a respective plane and thereby allowing the user to actuate said additional 
buttons each by bending said user's index or middle finger positioned in 
respective receptacle and simultaneously pinching said mouse between said 
user's thumb and said user's ring and/or little fingertips. 

26. 

27. The mouse of claim 24, wherein said casing has a cross panel in relation 
to said sides and said common plane of said casing is inclined toward said front 
end relative to said cross panel. 

28. The mouse of claim 1 further comprising a mouse sensing system wherein 
a sensor thereof is located on said bottom part rearwardly from said primary 
receptacle along a central longitudinal axis of said casing at a distance, which 
allows the user to effect horizontal cursor movement on a computer screen, 



when turning said casing around its axis in said primary receptacle, when 
pushing by the user's thumb or little finger against a respective contact area on a 
respective side of said casing. 

29. A computer mouse for a computer system, said mouse being capable of 
entering commands into a computer based on the location of a cursor which can 
be placed on a computer screen, when moving said mouse across a working 
surface, wherein said mouse has a casing resting on said working surface, said 
casing having at least one button disposed at an upper front portion thereof so as 
to be actuated by a user's finger to generate a signal to said computer, said 
mouse comprising: 

a moulded structure mounted to an angled upper surface of said button, 
wherein said moulded structure at least partially extends upwardly from said 
angled upper surface of said button and forms a mould around a user's fingertip, 
when placed on said angled upper surface of said button slightly bent, said 
mould being tapered upwardly from said angled upper surface of said button at a 
height, which provides a moulded contact surface with said user's fingertip, which 
allows the user to move securely said mouse in a forward or backward direction 
without actuating said button by said index fingertip, when moving said index 
fingertip forward or backward against said moulded contact surface by stretching 
or bending said finger in order to effect vertical movement of a pointer on a 
computer screen in up- or downward direction, respectively, said moulded 
structure enabling a user to effect horizontal movement of a pointer on a 
computer screen without the use of the hand or arm movement of the user, when 
turning said casing around its axis in said mould, when pushing by a thumb or a 
little finger of the user against a respective contact area on a respective side of 
said casing, when operating said mouse, said button being actuated without 
actuating mouse movement by a force applied tangential to said angled upper 
surface of said button by said fingertip, when stroking by said index fingertip said 
angled upper surface of said button in a combined down-forward motion against 
said moulded contact surface. 



30. The mouse of claim 29, wherein said casing has two buttons disposed 
transversely of each other at an upper front portion of said casing so as to be 
actuated by a user's index or middle finger, said mouse further comprising: 

a moulded structure mounted to an angled upper surface of each button, 
wherein one moulded structure at least partially extends upwardly from an angled 
upper surface of a primary button and forms a mould around a user's index 
fingertip, when placed on said angled upper surface of said primary button 
slightly bent, said mould being tapered upwardly from said angled upper surface 
of said button at a height, which provides a moulded contact surface with said 
user's index fingertip and a second moulded structure at least partially extends 
upwardly from an angled upper surface of a secondary button and forms a mould 
around a user's middle fingertip, when placed on said angled upper surface of 
said secondary button slightly bent, said mould being tapered upwardly from said 
angled upper surface of said button at a height, which provides a moulded 
contact surface with said user's middle fingertip, said moulded contact surfaces 
each allowing the user to move securely said mouse in a forward or backward 
direction without actuating said buttons each by said index or middle fingertip, 
when moving said index or middle fingertip forward or backward against said 
respective moulded contact surface by stretching or bending said index or middle 
finger in order to effect vertical movement of a pointer on a computer screen in 
up- or downward direction, respectively, said moulded structure enabling a user 
to effect horizontal movement of a pointer on a computer screen without the use 
of hand or arm movement of the user, when turning said casing around its axis in 
said mould, when pushing by user's thumb or little finger against a respective 
contact area on a respective side of said casing, when operating said mouse, 
said buttons each being actuated without actuating mouse movement by a force 
applied tangential to said angled upper surface of said button by one of said 
fingertip, when stroking by said respective fingertip said respective angled upper 
surface of said respective button in a combined down-forward motion against 
said respective moulded contact surface. 



IX. EVIDENCE APPENDIX 

None 
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